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REMARKS 

Claims 1-51 are pending in this case, with claims 1,18, and 35 being independent. 
Claims 1-4, 6-8, il, 14-15, 18-21, 23-24, 28, 31-32, 35-38, 40-42, 45, 48-51 have been 
amended, and claims 5, 9-10, 12-13, 22, 26-27, 29-30, 39, 43-44, and 46-47 have been cancelled. 
New claim 52 has been added. No new matter has been added. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 7, 14-15, 32-32, and 48-49 have been objected for informalities. Claims 14-15, 
32-32, and 48-49 have been amended to overcome the objections. In addition, amendments to 
claim 7 have ; rendered the objections moot. For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration and withdrawal of the claim objections of amended claims 17, 14-15, 32- 
32, and 48-49. 



35 U.S.C. §101 Rejection 

Claims 35-51 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as directed to non-statutory 
subject matter. Claim 35 has been amended to recite a "computer-readable storage medium 
storing a computer program," rendering the subject matter of this claim statutory. For at least 
these reasons, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of 
amended claim 35 and its respective dependent claims. 



Freund Rejection and Freud in view of Nonaka/Hughes/Donohue Rejection 

Claims 1, 3, 14-18, 20, 31-35, 37, and 48-51 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Freund (5,987,61 1). Claims 6-7, 11, 23-24, 28, 40-41, and 45 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Freund in view of Nonaka (5,619,716). 
Claims 2, 4, 8, 19, 21, 25, 28, 36, and 42 stand rejected as being unpatentable over Freund in 
view of Hughes (6,854,009). Claims 10, 27, and 44 were rejected as being unpatentable over 
Freund in view of Hughes and further in view of Donahue (6,199,204). 
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As amended, independent claim 1 recites, among other features, "using the information 
stored on the remote device to determine whether the parental control information stored on the 
user device has been altered without authorization of a master account holder for the user 
device." In addition, claim 1 recites "replacing the altered version of the parental control 
information stored on the user device with an unaltered version of the parental control 
information" and "sending a message to the master account holder for the user device, the 
message indicating that the parental controls stored on the user device have been altered without 
authorization of the master account holder for the user device," in case "if the parental control 
information stored on the user device has been altered without authorization of the master 
account holder for the user device." Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Freund, Nonaka, and Hughes do not teach or suggest the above features. In particular, 
Freund is directed to a distributed system that is remotely controlled by a single system 
administrator using the Supervisor module and therefore fails to describe determining "whether 
the parental control information stored on the user device has been altered without authorization 
of a master account holder for the user device ." (emphasis added). Moreover, Freund also fai ls 
to describe or suggest "sending a message to the master account holder for the user device, the 
message indicating that the parental controls stored on the user device have been altered without 
authorization of the master account holder for the user device." 

Furthermore, as directed to systems for updating software, Nonaka and Hughes also do 
not teach determining "whether the parental control information stored on the user device has 
been altered without authorization of a master account holder for the user device" as well as 
other features of the amended claim 1 . Notably, Nonaka and Hughes are not relied upon by the 
Office Action to show these features. 

Finally, Donahue is directed to a system for distributing software updates over a 
computer network. Donahue discloses sending a message to the system administrator or the end 
user if a software update is available. See Col. 15:60-16:10. However, Donahue is silent about 
determining "whether the parental control information stored on the user device has been altered 
without authorization of a master account holder for the user device;" Because Donahue does 
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not detect tampering of the parental controls, Donahue also does not teach "sending a message to 
the master account holder for the user device, the message indicating that the parental controls 
stored on the user device have been altered without authorization of the master account holder 
for the user device" in case "if the parental control information stored on the user device has 
been altered without authorization of the master account holder for the user device," 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal 
of the § 102(b)/l 03(a) rejections of amended independent claim 1 and its respective dependent 
claims. 

Similarly, each of independent claims 1 8 and 35 recites an arrangement in which the 
information stored on the remote device is used to determine whether the parental control 
information stored on the user device has been altered without authorization of a master account 
holder for the user device and a message is sent to the master account holder for the user device, 
the message indicating that the parental controls stored on the user device have been altered 
without authorization of the master account holder for the user device. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of amended independent 
claims 18 and 35 and their respective dependent claims for the reasons discussed above with 
respect to amended independent claim I. 

In addition, new claim 52 is directed to a subject matter where unauthorized alterations 
have been detected on two different user devices and, consequently, messages indicating that 
parental controls stored these user devices are sent to different master account holders for each of 
the user devices. Applicants submit that Freud, Nonaka, Hughes, and Donohue do not teach the 
subject matter of claim 52 at least because these references address, if at all, centralized software 
distribution systems with a single system administrator, and thus do not disclose or suggest 
sending a first message and a second message to a first master account holder for the first user 
device and a second master account holder for the second user device. 
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The $210 excess claim fee and the Petition for Extension of Time fee of $120 are being 
paid concurrently herewith on the Electronic Filing System (EFS) by way of Deposit Account 
authorization. Please apply any other charges or credits to Deposit Account 06-1 050. 
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